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Overall, the proposed urban stormwater runoff allocations will likely require the largest 
implementation costs. At this time, we project an upper bound to urban stormwater runoff 
expenditures of approximately $500 million annually. This is the current overall cost associated 
with municipal wastewater management. Municipal and industrial wastewater dischargers are 
not likely to have significant new implementation costs since their allocations reflect current 
treatment performance. In-Bay sources of PCBs are primarily associated with Bay-margin sites 
that have concentrated localized deposits of PCBs-contaminated sediment. Efforts to remediate 
these “hot spots” are currently underway at a number of locations and some projects have 
already been completed. Costs to remediate these sites may be substantial, but they are costs 
that would be incurred with or without the PCBs TMDL.  
 
The following provides an overview: 
 
Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 
Wastewater dischargers are required to maintain optimum treatment performance for solids 
removal and identify and manage controllable sources, i.e., maintain their existing performance. 
Existing overall annual wastewater management costs exceed $500 million to control all 
pollutants in wastewater, including PCBs.  
 
The costs of implementing the TMDL is considered to be These dischargers may incur 
incidental increases in costs associated with identifying and managing controllable sources. For 
municipalities, we expect this effort would be part of existing pollution prevention and source 
control programs and new costs would be minimal. Industrial facilities are already required to 
manage their use of PCBs. Use of PCBs is allowed in enclosed containers such as in 
transformers and capacitors. However, as this equipment ages, it must be removed and 
replaced with PCBs-free products. There will be some new costs associated with conducting or 
causing to conduct monitoring and special studies to fill critical data gaps and to participate in 
risk management activities (see discussion below).  
 
Urban Stormwater Runoff Dischargers 
The costs of attaining load reductions above and beyond natural attenuation maywill be 
substantial. Five California municipalities and one metropolitan area with stormwater programs 
that were demonstrating meaningful progress toward maximum extent practicable (MEP) 
compliance were surveyed for their stormwater compliance costs in the 2002/2003 time frame 
(CSUS, 2005). Annual cost per household for the six stormwater programs surveyed ranged 
from $18 to $46.  The City of Fremont, included in this cost survey, has costs estimated at $46 
per household.  The majority of these program costs were for street sweeping and litter/debris 
removal. We estimate Bay Area municipalities currently spend approximately $10050 million per 
year to manage urban stormwater runoff (assuming 2.5 million households and average fees of 
$4020 per year per household). An upper bound estimate of the cost of complying with 
stormwater control requirements for all pollutants, including PCBs, can be thought of in terms of 
the costs of treating wastewater in the Bay area. The load allocations in the TMDL for 
stormwater and wastewater are equal. The current cost of treating wastewater, $500 million 
annually, results in wastewater loads which are equal to what the Basin Plan amendment 
allocates for stormwater. We consider $500 million to be the reasonable cost estimate to the 
stormwater runoff management agencies annually. The $500 million would translate into 
average fees of $200 per year per household. 
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The TMDL implementation plan calls for dischargers to conduct pilot studies of best 
management practices and control measures.  Based on these studies the effective, cost-
efficient control measures will be implemented through NPDES permits.  It is anticipated that the 
overall costs are likely to be less than $500 million per year.  
 
Municipal wastewater dischargers’ current overall costs (which are ten times greater) provide a 
gross estimate of what it might cost to treat urban stormwater, i.e., provide an upper bound on 
the cost estimate to control PCBs in urban stormwater runoff. However, a more realistic 
implementation scheme will be based on strategic application of numerous actions which should 
cost less than $500 million per year. These include:  

• Removal and disposal of PCBs from building materials 
• Remediation of contaminated soil or sediment in public rights-of-way, wastewater 

conveyances, and private property 
• Street cleaning (includes sweeping or washing) 
• Storm drain and inlet maintenance (above and beyond normal practices) 
• Construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities/units to intercept, divert, and treat 

urban stormwater runoff (e.g., detention basins, wetlands, underground sand filters, 
swales) 

• Diversion of urban storm water runoff to wastewater treatment 

To provide further perspective on costs, we expect facilities to treat urban stormwater runoff will 
have the highest costs of these options. As discussed in the Implementation Plan section of this 
report, we anticipate discharger’s pilot studies will include consideration of strategic runoff 
treatment in areas with elevated PCBs in soils/sediments, such as older industrial urban areas. 
Underground sand filters, such as the Austin sand filter, are likely retrofit treatment unit 
candidates in these areas. Typically the Austin sand filter system is designed to handle runoff 
from drainage areas up to 50 acres (USEPA, 1999b), and Caltrans has considered these filters 
for treatment of highway runoff and has estimated the cost of installing the Austin sand filter unit 
at around $240,000 (Caltrans, 2004). The Ettie Street pump station drainage area in Oakland, 
CA, which encompasses 100 acres, is one of the industrial urban areas that drain to the Bay 
that has high levels of PCBs in storm drain sediments. In the case of Ettie Street watershed, 
installing Austin sand filters to treat the entire drain area would cost less than $5 million, based 
on the above figures. Assuming there are about 20 Ettie Street like watersheds that have high 
levels of PCBs in storm drain sediments that drain to the Bay, the cost of installing these sand 
filters would be around $100 million. Annual costs for maintaining sand filter systems 
average about 5 percent of the initial construction (USEPA, 1999b). These are rough estimates, 
but they likely represent the order of magnitude of costs of retrofit treatment units.   
 
The proposed implementation plan and schedule provides opportunity to analyze alternative 
means of compliance and allows time for urban stormwater runoff agencies to secure 
reasonable funding. There will be some new costs associated with conducting or causing to 
conduct monitoring and special studies to fill critical data gaps and to participate in risk 
management activities (see discussion below.) 
 
Navigational Sediment Dredging and Disposal 
The proposed sediment dredging and disposal implementation actions are based on the Long 
Term Management Strategy for the Placement of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay 
Region (USACE 1998) which is already being implemented. We estimate the current annual 
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costs of dredging and dredged sediment disposal exceeds $50 million per year. Although the 
LTMS is expected to result in substantial costs over time as less dredged material is disposed of 
in the bay and more is disposed of in the ocean or at upland sites, little or no new costs should 
be incurred as a result of this PCBs TMDL and implementation plan, because the overall goal of 
the LTMS is to limit in-Bay disposal and to the degree the TMDL requires less in-Bay disposal it 
is furthering the LTMS program’s overall goals. There will be some new costs associated with 
conducting or causing to conduct monitoring and special studies to fill critical data gaps and to 
participate in risk management activities (see discussion below). 
 
In-Bay Contaminated Sediment 
A number of sites within the Bay have already been cleaned-up or are currently undergoing 
remediation or feasibility studies to determine the type and level of clean-up required.  
 
Costs per site vary significantly, a few past and planned projects are discussed below. 
 
In 2001, remedial actions, including dredging three feet of PCB and metal contaminated 
sediment and placement of an underwater isolation cap were completed for the offshore portion 
of the former U.S. Steel property in South San Francisco (URS Corporation, 2002b). A total of 
20,100 cubic yards of sediment were removed from San Francisco Bay at this site. 14,100 cubic 
yards were dredged from the subtidal area and 6,000 cubic yards were removed using land-
based equipment from the intertidal area. The majority of the sediments were taken to a landfill 
for disposal. The cost of this cleanup was estimated to be about $12 million for three acres. 
 
A Draft Final Feasibility Study for Parcel F (offshore PCB-contaminated sediments) completed 
for Hunters Point Shipyard (U.S. Navy, 2007) evaluated a range of alternatives from no action, 
to complete removal and off-site disposal and included a number of alternatives and a mix of 
remedial actions, including focused removal, off-site disposal and monitored natural recovery.  
Other than no action, the costs of conducting some level of active remediation were from 
$13,060,000 to $42,630,000. The costs included base costs, including costs for remedial design 
and construction, as well as future costs for 30 years of operation and maintenance. The costs 
of monitored natural recovery, an element of multiple remedial alternatives, were considered to 
include the costs of deed restrictions, (documentation, posting and enforcement) baseline 
monitoring, (bathymetric survey and sediment core sampling using a vibracore sampler (30 
samples)) and annual monitoring over a 30 year period. 
 
A Final Feasibility Study for Seaplane Lagoon at Alameda Point (Battelle 2005) to address 
PCBs and cadmium and other contaminants in subtidal sediments evaluated a range of 
remedial alternatives, including but not limited to, no action, monitored natural recovery with 
institutional controls, isolation capping, dredging/dewatering and off-site disposal and focused 
dredging/upland confinement.  Other than no action, the costs of conducting some level of 
active remediation were from $2,280,106 to $40,947,000. The costs included base costs, 
including costs for remedial design and construction, as well as future costs for 30 years of 
operation and maintenance. The Water Board and other regulatory agencies signed a Record of 
Decision in 2005 (U.S. Navy 2006b) with the U.S. Navy, agreeing to the selected remedial 
alternative of dredging, dewatering, and off-site disposal at a 30-year net present value of 
$24,600,000.  The remedy calls for dredging 63,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediment over 
approximately a 6-acre area. ranging from about one million to tens of millions of dollars and up 
to one to four million dollars per acre. Studies alone cost hundreds of thousands of dollars. The 
most substantial costs are associated with dredging and disposal of contaminated sediments; 
depending on the degree of contamination, disposal costs range from about $10 to $100 per 
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cubic yard. However, less costly alternatives exist, such as partial dredging and in-situ capping 
of residually-contaminated sediments. Also, contaminated sites usually contain numerous 
pollutants in addition to PCBs, such as heavy metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and pesticides. 
So eEven though there are and will be substantial costs associated with completing existing and 
new clean-ups, these sites will be subjected to clean-up with or without this TMDL and therefore 
little or no new costs are anticipated should be incurred as a result of this TMDL as the costs of 
cleanup would be driven by other regulatory programs.  
 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) conducted by the San Francisco Estuary Institute 
collects much of the data that are required as part of the ongoing assessment of the health of 
the Bay. The RMP is jointly funded by municipal and industrial wastewater dischargers, The 
current budget for the program is $3.4 million, which includes monitoring of PCBs and other 
pollutants in water, sediment, and fish throughout the Bay. Maintaining this effort should be 
sufficient to track attainment of the TMDL target and recovery of the Bay. In addition, the RMP 
also conducts regular monitoring of PCBs loads from the Central Valley and limited monitoring 
of PCBs loads from local tributaries. Additional monitoring will be necessary to sufficiently 
quantify loads from urban stormwater runoff and the loads reduced from urban stormwater 
runoff control actions. As with the control measures, this loads monitoring would also address 
other pollutants of concern such as heavy metals, pesticides, and petroleum hydrocarbons. This 
additional monitoring could cost $500 thousand to $1 million per year, but it would inform 
decisions to implement controls that may total upwards of $100 million per year.  
 
There are critical data needs to improve our understanding of PCBs fate and transport, 
particularly PCBs in Bay sediments. Also, a better understanding of the rate of natural 
attenuation of PCBs in Bay environments is needed to predict with more certainty the recovery 
time of the Bay, and to inform on the need for whether more, less or different implementation 
actions. are needed We estimate these costs, which would be shared by all source category 
dischargers, urban stormwater dischargers, and dredgers, would total approximately $1 to 3 
million, some of which would be accounted for within the existing RMP.  These costs include the 
costs of collecting information regarding pollutants other than PCBs that are the subject of study 
by the RMP. 
 
Risk Management 
The risk management activities range from conducting studies to support health risk 
assessment and risk communication associated with eating Bay fish, providing outreach and 
advice to the general public and regular consumers of Bay fish, and investigating and 
implementing direct actions that reduce the actual and potential exposure of, and mitigate health 
impacts to, people and communities most likely to be consuming PCBs-contaminated fish from 
San Francisco Bay. Responsibility and costs associated with these activities will be shared 
among the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, the California Department of Health Services, 
dischargers, community-based organizations, and the Water Board. Although the direct risk 
reduction, studies, outreach efforts and mitigation actions have yet to be determined, they will 
likely cost in the range of $100 thousand to $1 million dollars per year. Some of these costs are 
likely to be incurred without this TMDL as the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL and mercury 
watershed NPDES permit require similar risk management activities. 
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Appendix A-CEQA Checklist 

 
 
1. Project Title:   Proposed Basin Plan Amendment for a Total Maximum 

Daily Load (TMDL) for PCBs in San Francisco Bay. 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:   California Regional Water Quality Control Board,  

San Francisco Bay Region 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, California  94612 

 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:   Fred Hetzel  (510) 622-2357 
 
4. Project Location:   San Francisco Bay  
 
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:   California Regional Water Quality Control Board,  

San Francisco Bay Region 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, California  94612 

 
6. General Plan Designation:   Not Applicable 
 
7. Zoning:   Not Applicable 
 
8. Description of Project:  
 
 The project is a proposed Basin Plan amendment adopting a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

and implementation plan for Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) for San Francisco Bay.  
 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:   
 
 San Francisco Bay is surrounded by urban areas.   
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 

participation agreement.) 
 
 The California State Water Resources Control Board, the California Office of Administrative Law, 

and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency must approve the proposed Basin Plan amendment. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 
 a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista?     
 
 b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic 
highway?     

 
 c) Substantially degrade the existing 

visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings?     

 
 d) Create a new source of substantial 

light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the 
area?     

 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES -- In 

determining whether impacts to 
agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland.  Would the 
project: 

 a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use?     

 
 b) Conflict with existing zoning for 

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract?     
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
 c) Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?     

 

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied 
upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

 a) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan?     

 
 b) Violate any air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation?     

 
 c) Result in a cumulatively considerable 

net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)?     

 
 d) Expose sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations?     
 
 e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 

substantial number of people?     
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would 

the project: 

 a) Have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
  special-status species in local or 

regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service?     

 
 b) Have a substantial adverse effect on 

any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, regulations 
or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service?     

 
 c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 

federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?     

 
 d) Interfere substantially with the 

movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?     

 
 e) Conflict with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance?     

 
 f) Conflict with the provisions of an 

adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan?     
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  

 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 
 a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in §15064.5?     

 
 b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of a unique 
archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?     

 
 c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature?     

 
 d) Disturb any human remains, including 

those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries?     

 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the 

project: 
 a) Expose people or structures to 

potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

 i) Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  Refer 
to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42.     

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction?     
 iv) Landslides?     
 
 b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil?     
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
 c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that 

is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?     

 
 d) Be located on expansive soil, as 

defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property?     

 
 e) Have soils incapable of adequately 

supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater?     

 
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 

MATERIALS -- Would the project: 
 a) Create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials?     

 

 b) Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment?     

 
 c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 

hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?     

 
 d) Be located on a site which is included 

on a list of hazardous materials sites  

June 2007  Page A-8 
 



Appendix A-CEQA Checklist 
  

 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
  compiled pursuant to Government 

Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment?     

 
 e) For a project located within an airport 

land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working 
in the project area?     

 
 f) For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project 
area?     

 
 g) Impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?     

 
 h) Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences 
are intermixed with wildlands?     

 
VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER 

QUALITY -- Would the project: 
 a) Violate any water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements?     
 
 b) Substantially deplete groundwater 

supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
  planned uses for which permits have 

been granted)?     
 
 c) Substantially alter the existing 

drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner 
which would result in substantial 
erosion of siltation on- or off-site?     

 
 d) Substantially alter the existing 

drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site?     

 
 e) Create or contribute runoff water 

which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?     

 
 f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 

quality?     
 
 g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 

hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map?     

 
 h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard 

area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows?     

 
 i) Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam?     
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
 j) Inundation of seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow?     
 
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would 

the project: 
 a) Physically divide an established 

community?     
 
 b) Conflict with any applicable land use 

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect?     

 
 c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 

conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan?     

 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the 

project: 
 a) Result in the loss of availability of a 

known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the residents 
of the state?     

 
 b) Result in the loss of availability of a 

locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan?     

 
XI. NOISE -- Would the project result in: 

 a) Exposure of persons to or generation 
of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies?     
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 

 b) Exposure of persons to or generation 
of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?     

 
 c) A substantial permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without 
the project?     

 
 d) A substantial temporary or periodic 

increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?     

 
 e) For a project located within an airport 

land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels?     

 
 f) For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise 
levels?     

 
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- 

Would the project: 
 a) Induce substantial population growth 

in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?     

 
 b) Displace substantial numbers of 

existing housing, necessitating the 
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construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?     

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
 c) Displace substantial numbers of people 

necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     

 
 
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES -- 
 a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 

physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

 Fire protection?     
 Police protection?     
 Schools?     
 Parks?     
 Other public facilities?     
 
XIV. RECREATION --  
 a) Would the project increase the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated?     

 b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment?     

 
XV. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- 

Would the project: 
 a) Cause an increase in traffic which is 

substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial 
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increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?     
 
 b) Exceed, either individually or 

cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?     

 c) Result in a change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks?     

 
 d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?     

 
 e) Result in inadequate emergency 

access?     
 
 f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
 
 g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 

or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)?     

 
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

-- Would the project: 
 a) Exceed wastewater treatment 

requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board?     

 
 b) Require or result in the construction of 

new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects?     
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 c) Require or result in the construction of 

new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the  

 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  Less Than  
  Significant 
 Potentially With Less Than 
 Significant Mitigation Significant No 
Issues:    Impact     Incorporation     Impact     Impact  
 
construction of which could cause significant 

environmental effects?     
 
 d) Have sufficient water supplies 

available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements 
needed?     

 
 e) Result in a determination by the 

wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing 
commitments?     

 
 f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 

permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs?     

 
 g) Comply with federal, state, and local 

statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste?     

 
XVII.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 
 a) Does the project have the potential to 

degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory?     
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 b) Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited, but cumulative 
considerable?  (“Cumulative 
considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects)?     

 
 c) Does the project have environmental 

effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly?     

 




